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thing additional to what the court would award in a suit for divorce or separate 
maintenance. 



Inheritance and Transfer Taxes — Antenuptial Agreement — Option 
under Will to Take Payment in Securities. — The widow of a decedent was 
entitled under an antenuptial agreement to receive on her husband's death 
$250,000 as a debt against his estate. By his will he confirmed this agreement 
and provided that the wife should have the option of taking payment in securi- 
ties to be selected by her from his estate instead of cash. She exercised this 
option and accepted securities in payment. Under an inheritance tax act, passed 
after the antenuptial agreement and expressly not applicable to transfers by 
"deed, grant or gift" prior to the act, a tax was assessed on the value of the 
securities so transferred to the widow. Held, that though by the antenuptial 
agreement the widow became a creditor of the estate for $250,000, and payment 
of this debt in cash would not have been a taxable transfer, the option to take 
securities was a legacy in payment of a debt, and as such, if accepted, was 
equally taxable with gratuitous legacies. Hill v. Treasurer (1917, Mass.) 116 
N. E. 509. 



Nuisance — Public Garage in Residential District — Injunction. — An 
injunction was asked against the proposed erection of a garage in a district 
exclusively residential, near large churches, on the ground that the operation 
of a garage would necessarily create noises, odors and dangers, interfere with 
church services, reduce the value of surrounding property, and increase insurance 
rates. Held, that the injunction should issue. Prendergast v. Walls (1917, Pa.) 
101 Atl. 826. 

For cases denying injunctions against the operation of a garage see Sherman 
v. Levingston (1910) 128 N. Y. Supp. 581, 137 App. Div. 929 (not a nuisance 
per se) ; Diocese of Trenton v. Toman (1908, Ch.) 74 N. J. Eq. 702, 70 Atl. 606 
(garage near day nursery) ; Stein v. Lyon (1904) 87 N. Y. Supp. 125, 91 App. 
Div. 593 (residential district). No previous case has been found in which the 
operation or erection of a garage was enjoined as a nuisance, though an 
injunction has been issued against the storage of gasolene in a frame garage 
surrounded on three sides by other frame buildings. O'Hara v. Nelson (1906, 
Ch.) 71 N. J. Eq. 629, 63 Atl. 842. 



Patents — Restraint of Trade — Price Restrictions on Resale of Patented 
Article. — Ford automobiles constructed under various patents were marketed 
under a so-called "license system" by which dealers agreed to resell only at the 
plaintiff's full list prices. The defendants induced Ford dealers to break their 
agreements, and Ford machines were advertised for sale by the defendants at 
less than list prices. The plaintiff sought an injunction. Held, that the plaintiff's 
contract with dealers amounted to an absolute, as distinguished from a condi- 
tional, sale of its patented machines and that after such sale attempted price 
restrictions as to resale were invalid, both at common law and under the 
Sherman Act. Ford Motor Co. v. Union Motor Sales Co. (1917, C. C. A. 6th.) 
244 Fed. 156. 

For a discussion of the principles involved, see (1917) 26 Yale Law Journal 
600. See also F. Granville Munson, Control of Patented and Copyrighted 
Articles after Sale, ibid. 270. Cf. Ford Motor Co. v. Benj. E. Boone (1917, 
C. C. A. 9th) 243 Fed. 335 ; and Robt. H. Ingersoll & Bros. v. Hohne & Co. 
(1917, N. J. Ch.) 101 Atl. 1030. 



